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N an address delivered at the annual meeting of the 

American Bar Association, the Hon. James M. Beck, 
with rare insight and ability, diagnosed the present-day 
attitude thus: “In all former ages all that was in the past 
was presumptively true, and the burden was upon him 
who sought to change it. Today the human mind appar- 
ently regards the lessons of the past as presumptively 
false, and the burden is upon him who seeks to invoke 
them.” (Reports of the American Bar Association, Vol. 
46, 1921, p. 172). As the present writer is one of many 
thousands who still hold absolutely to the non-evolution of 
man, he has been more than amused, though not one, whit 
surprised, to hear such hackneyed phrases, viz., that one 
who refuses to hold the evolution of man is “hopelessly 
brainless’ (New York American), has a mind “armored 
and wrinkled in the old, old way” (New York Times), 
that to debate the essential soundness of the theory of 
evolution “is as preposterous as debating whether or not 
the earth is round” (New York Evening World). Yet in 
face of all this mud throwing we make the categorical 
assertion that there is not a single scientific fact which 
proves that man has evolved from any preceding animal 
whatsoever, and we further assert that from a purely 
scientific viewpoint the evolution of man is one of the 
ranking hoaxes of all times. The “tyranny of names” is 
terrible, and everywhere we hear it said: “Why, every- 
body holds-it.” Well, everybody held once that the earth 
was flat and that the sun went around it. Does it follow 
that they were right? And isn’t it a good thing to have a 
mind “armored and wrinkled in the old, old way” of 
demanding a scientific proof for a statement of physical 
fact? And isn’t it an honor to be “hopelessly brainless,” 
if to be “brainful” means to jettison all science and 
logic ? 
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Two Pornts To Start WITH 

Before entering upon the matter of this paper the writer 
would make two points perfectly clear. The first one is 
that he intends to treat the matter in hand from a purely 
scientific point of view. Though a Catholic and a priest 
of the Jesuit Order, he will make no single mention of 
God, of religion, of morality, of the Bible, of Christianity, 
of Catholicism, though much might be said concerning the 
bearing of evolution on these great subjects. He mentions 
this because it is so often ignorantly objected, “Oh, you 
hold that because you are a Catholic.” One might just as 
well say, “You hold two and two make four because you 
are a Catholic.” This position, moreover, is necessary be- 
cause the evolutionists most frequently deny God, as tradi- 
tionally and rationally understood, and one cannot meet 
them on common ground except in the realms of scientific, 
physical facts. Secondly, the writer for many reasons 
narrows the discussion, or rather accepts the discussion 
alreatly narrowed, to the evolution of man and man only. 
Whether a mollusk ever evolved into a vertebrate is wholly 
beyond the purview of this paper. The question at issue is 
this and this only: Has man evolved from some non-man 
ancestor or was he always man from the beginning? The 
categorical answer of real science is absolute in the words 
of the great Branco at the Fifth International Congress of 
Zoologists, Aug. 16, 1901: “On the subject of the ances. 
tors of man, paleontology tells us nothing—it knows no 
ancestors of man.” In a like sense Virchow, renowned 
pathologist and anthropologist of his day and founder of 
cellular pathology, said at the Wiesbaden Congress of 
Naturalists: ‘““Every positive advance which we have made 
in the study of prehistoric anthropology has removed us 
further than before from any proof of evolution to be 
found there. Man has not descended from the ape, nor 
has any ape-man existed.” Remember, of course, that 
Branco and Virchow were outstanding specialists. 

Let us then come immediately to our question and we 
shall proceed by taking up the major arguments advanced 
by the evolutionists. The first argument advanced is the 
of resemblance and may thus be stated: ‘Man and mon: 
key are so alike that they must have come from the 
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stock,” or “Similarity argues oneness of original parent- 
age.” Homology or correspondence in internal structure 
and functional properties or organs is accepted and assert- 
ed as explicit proof of common descent. This is the funda- 
mental, but assumed, principle that started all the discus- 
sion. But in the name of all logic and sound reasoning, 
even granting for the sake of argument that such resem- 
blance exists, does it prove anything? All that resemblance 
can evidence is resemblance. Let us take an example from 
external resemblance. Jack and Jim are perfect doubles. 
Are they necessarily of one parentage, 1.¢., twins? Or 
is it not adequately possible that Jack could have been born 
in Nome of American parents on January 1, 1900, 
at 4 a. m., and Jim of American parents in Cape Town 
on the same day and at the same hour? Mere resemblance 
proves nothing. Resemblance may, indeed, create an ini- 
tial presumption, for instance, that Jack and Jim are 
twins, it may create an initial presumption that man 
and animals are related, but it proves nothing. 
This initial presumption must be proved by facts 
extraneous to resemblance as such. As Pesch (Dée 
grossen Weltraetzel Il, p. 232) well says: “It must 
be observed, however, that it does not follow that, because 
plants and animals exist in certain graded order, less per- 
fect and more perfect, therefore one has evolved from the 
other. It is the fallacy of Post hoc, ergo propter hoc. 
(You bought a brown fedora yesterday, and I bought one 
today, therefore I bought it because you bought it and 
derived it from the same source.) 


RESEMBLANCE EvipENcES ONLY RESEMBLANCE 

Yet this is what we continually hear—resemblance, re- 
semblance, resemblance. Once and for all, granted all the 
resemblance wanted, what then? Resemblance evidences 
only resemblance. It proves nothing else by any known 
rules of right thinking. No one can deny that man has a 
body in many ways like the animal body. Certainly we are 
like animals and have like organs. If we and the animals 
have blood whith is to be oxygenated, then we and the 
animals need an organ for this oxygenation— i.e., lungs. 
|f we and the animals have a tissue system which is to be 
rejuvenated and repaired by a continually flowing blood 
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stream, then we and the animals need an organ for pumping 
—i.e.,a heart. If we and the animals suffer from catabo- 
lism, then we and the animals need similar organs of diges- 
tion, whereby food is ingested, digested and assimilated 
into the delivery blood stream to bring about repair—.e., 
anabolism. But, as we shall see, this resemblance is shot 
through and through with essential dissimilarities so that 
man and animal are physiologically and morphologically 
not univocal but analogous. But is there such- 
resemblance? Emphatically no. First of all is there 
resemblance in gross outlines? Yes, if you take just one 
fast glance and cast no lingering look behind. But if you 
look hard, and scientists really ought to look hard, 
is there such likeness? As St. George Mivart 
pointed out in a book published exactly forty-eight years 
ago (“Man and Apes”), there is no species of ape that 
is really similar to man, but the orang-utan is like him in 
one point, and the chimpanzee in another and the gorilla 
in another and so on, with alarming variations. On pages 
162 and ff. he lists the agreements and variations and says 
finally on page 193: “But however near to apes may be 
the body of man, whatever the kind or number of resem- 
blances between them, it should always be borne in mind 
that it is to no one kind of ape that man has any special or 
exclusive affinities—that the resemblances between him 
and the lower forms are shared in not very unequal pro- 
portions by different species,” and, because of this, he says 
on page 172: “It is manifest that man, the apes and the 
half-apes cannot be arranged in a single ascending series 
of which man is the term and culmination.” Science, real 
science, says the same today. So conscious, indeed, are 
up-to-date evolutionists of these variations that they have 
quite despaired of ever linking up man and monkey im- 
mediately and so have evolved from their inner conscious- 
ness a pre-simian, pre-anthropoid stock—i.e., a pre-mon- 
key, pre-man stock—which stock was differentiated into 
the small-monkey stock, the anthropoid-ape stock and the 
human stock, which stock Osborn bases on “a hypothetical 
ancestor of this entire anthropoid group, founded on a 
jaw discovered in Egypt” (Amer. Museum of Natural 
History, Guide Leaflet No. 52, p. 5, and Men of the Old 
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Stone Age, pp. 49 and 54). And you ought to go at 
once to the Museum and see in case No. 1 this tiny jaw 
on which so great a fabric is raised. “The mountains are 
in labor and there is brought forth a laughable mouse.” 


Proors VARIOUS AND VARYING 


But was there ever such a pre-monkey, pre-man stock? 
Evolutionists, of course, say that there was and their 
proofs are various and varying and we shall rapidly sketch 
a few. In replying to Mr. Bryan, Mr. Osborn speaking 
of the paleontological remains, said: “He, i.e., Darwin, 
could not have even dreamed of such a flood of proof and 
evidence.” Has Mr. Osborn forgotten his other statement 
concerning his own prize exhibit, for the upkeep of which 
the people of New York are paying their hard-earned 
taxes. “Five cases in the center of the hall are devoted to 
the story of man, and that it can be compressed into so 
small a space is an indication of the scarcity of his remains, 
for here are displayed reproductions of all of the notable 
specimens that have been discovered” (Leaflet No. 52, p. 
3). Really, Mr. Osborn, how did “a scarcity of his re- 
mains” grow into a “flood”? MHaven’t you broken the 
speed-laws of even saltatory evolution here? 

But what is this “flood”? Just four or five pieces of 
skulls. The Trinil ape-man, which is a hodge-podge of 
hones belonging to no one creature (“the first of the 
conundrums of history,” Osborn), the “Heidelberg man,” 
.@., to say “jaw” (but of course Haeckel taught the left- 
handed, right-handed use of a part for a whole), the Pilt- 
down skull in fragments, and utterly discredited by scien- 
tific men as one of the hoaxes of science, and last but not 
least, the Neanderthal man, i.e., a skull-pan (for that part 
of the dear old fossil is lime-lighted always) over whose 
departed self Osborn & Co. go into raptures, and one H. 
G. Wells has repeatedly grown sentimental. Four, i.e., 
one, two, three, four pieces of bone, constitute a “flood.” 
The writer is not ignorant, of course, of the few dozen 
skeletons which are grouped about these pivotal skulls by 
evolutionists. First of all, they can all be placed comfort- 
ably in the back of a small Ford delivery wagon ; secondly, 
their worth is pivoted on the notorious aforementioned 





126 NO NON-MAN ANCESTRY 





skulls, and, thirdly, even Mr. Osborn admits they may be 
rightly called a “scarcity,” and “scarcity” is not “flood.” 
And what is the worth of these remains? Zero, as far 
as evolution is concerned. The Trinil ape-man Pithecan- 
thropus is a pure figment, for, as Virchow said, the head 
is that of an ape, the femur, found fifty feet away, is that 
of a man, and neither of the two teeth belongs to that 
skull. The Heidelberg man, “one-half of one per cent 
original jawbone and 99% per cent restoration,” has been 
practically duplicated by an Eskimo jaw and is merely an 
abnormal maxillary bone. The Piltdown skull is the joke 
of paleontologists because of all the circumstances of its 
finding, and the Neanderthal skull has provoked from com- 
petent authorities a dozen or more opinions concerning 
itself. Here are a few: The skull belonged to a human 
idiot (Blake, Vogt, Hoelder, Zittel) ; to an old Celt; to an 
old Hollander; to an old Frieslander; and last, but not 
least, to a Mongolian Cossack of the year 1814! It was 
of these remains that Huxley said: ‘In no sense can the 
Neanderthal bones be regarded as the remains of a human 
being intermediate between men and apes.” Dwight of 
Harvard says, “The Neanderthal man is not a specimen 
of a race arrested in its upward climb, but rather of a race 
thrown down from a higher position.” Yet as you walk 
into the Hall of the Age of Man Mr. Osborn with a gest- 
ure of finality waves his hand at Case 1 and Case 2 and 
Case. 3, wherein Professor J. H. McGregor “has shown 
great anatomical as well as artistic skill in the restoration 
of heads” (Osborn, “Men of the Stone Age,” Preface, xi), 
and at the walls whereon his faithful understudy Charles 
R. Knight has painted moving scenes of sub-man life and 
tells you triumphantly to see how all these exhibits “form a 
progressive series.” Of course they do. How could they 
not? Hasn’t the faithful McGregor used a deal of pains 
and care to build up the properly angled jaw on Mr. 
Trinil’s ape-man and to add a properly sloped and cramped 
cranium to poor Heidelberg’s jaw and to pitch a non- 
existent face on the Neanderthal skull pan so that it will 
have a lesser protrusion of chin than its predecessors have? 
Hasn’t the valiant Knight curved each non-existent knee as 
the evolutionists said it should be curved and sloped each 
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non-existent femur and thigh as the evolutionists said the 
femur and thigh should be sloped? Of course they “pro- 
gress.” You schematized and made them progress. But 
didn’t Haeckel cut off a monkey’s tail to have a missing 
link? Think of paying taxes for the upkeep of a building 
wherein are depicted such phantasmagoria ! 


SHAFT aT CONKLIN 


But leaving gross anatomy and delving into more par- 
ticulars, is there resemblance here? Conklin said in the 
Times: “All the evidences of evolution drawn from mor- 
phology, physiology, embryology, paleontology, homology, 
heredity, environment, &c., speak for the evolution of man 
as much as for any other organism.” First did he read 
Science for Jan. 20, 1922, wherein Bateson’s paper may be 
found in which he absolutely denied before the American 
Association for the Advancement of Science in Toronto, 
Dec. 28, 1921, that morphology or genetics taught any 
such thing? (Osborn’s answer in the Times, page 2, 
‘olumn 1, to Bateson’s paper that “Bateson is living the 
life of a scientific specialist, out of the main current of 
biological discovery” is naive.) Secondly, does he know, 
to select a few, the following differences between man and 
animals, including the monkey? (1) That the main tasting 
apparatus in animals and monkeys is on the sides of the 
tongue and laminated, while in man it is on the top and 
circumvallated ; (2) That the pelvic bones of the animal 
and monkey are flatter and more elongated, so that it is 
unnatural for an animal or monkey to walk upright, since 
the intestines lack support, whereas in man the pelvic 
hones are shorter and more inclined together at the lower 
extremities, precisely as necessary for an erect position; 
(3) That physiology does teach us a vital difference be- 
tween man and monkey. Monkeys can live on cellulose, ‘di- 
gesting it and nourishing themselves thereby. Man can- 
not live on cellulose. This argues a radical difference in 
the digestive apparatus of man and monkey; (4) That 
genetics teach us that the female anthropoid monkey is 
fertile once during the year, #.e., in the summer, whereas 
the human female continually produces ova; (5) That the 
monkey has one set of ribs more than man. 
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But leaving gross anatomy and delving into more par- 
ticulars, is there resemblance here? Conklin said in the 
Times: “All the evidences of evolution drawn from mor- 
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as much as for any other organism.” First did he read 
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found in which he absolutely denied before the American 
\ssociation for the Advancement of Science in Toronto, 
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Ranke (“Der Mensch,” 2 ed. Vol. I, p. 437) says on 
comparing the skeletons of man and of the anthropoid 
ape: “We may place side by side and compare one bone 
after the other, and we shall find that everywhere the same 
general form and arrangement prevail. But in particular 
there is no bone, be it ever so small, nay, not even the 
smallest particle of bone, in which the general agreement 
in structure and function would pass over into real iden- 
tity. By its characteristic form we are able to tell each 
single bone of man from the respective bone of any anthro- 
poid ape or mammal.” And Virchow said: “The differ- 
ences between man and monkey are so wide that almost any 
fragment is sufficient to diagnose them.” (Report of the 
Smithsonian Institution, 1889, p. 566.) Not much re- 
semblance there! 

Another argument advanced is that of cranial develop- 
ment. This argument states that “The cubical capacity of 
the skull is an index or norm of intellectual development 
and mind capacity.” What is the scientific worth of this 
assumption? The scientific worth is (1) zero, or (2) if 
accepted, proves a boomerang for the evolutionists. (1) 
Its worth is zero. Why? Because the skull with the high- 
est cubical capacity yet found is that of a savage of New 
Britain, with 2,010 cubic centimeters, 45 cubic centimeters 
greater than Bismarck’s, 507 cubic centimeters greater 
than the normal male skull of central Europe, and 
715 cubic centimeters greater than the normal female skull 
of the same-+territory! (In passing, a note of warning to 
the ladies! Since the normal female skull capacity is 
roughly 200 cubic centimeters less than the normal male 
skull capacity, a woman who holds to the principle of 
evolution should refrain from advocating sex equality, 
equal rights, feminine suffrage, &c., for woman is, accord- 
ing to this principle, in an admittedly lower stage of evo- 
lution than her superior-—man!) ( 2) It is a boomerang, 
because the so-called “missing links” had cranial capacities 
in excess of modern men, as have many savages in com- 
parison with civilized man. Osborn himself gives 1,408 
cubic centimeters for Neanderthal and 1,550-1,880 cubic 
centimeters for Cro-Magnon, whereas women of Bavaria 
now have about 1,300 cubic centimeters, and English, Irish 
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and French women have been found with only 1,050-1,090 
cubic centimeters. 


Supra-OrBITAL RIDGES 


Another argument advanced at times is that of the 
supra-orbital ridges. “Prominence of the ridges over the 
eyes is an indication of nearness to the apes.” Is that so? 
Then our friends, the evolutionists, including Messrs. Os- 
born and Conklin, are nearer the apes than the Negroes of 
Souch Africa. Why? Well, because, according to real, 
not imaginary, anthropology, it is an attested fact that the 
Negroes of South Africa have less of a supra-orbital ridge 
than the men of the white race. Professor Arthur Keith 
says (“The Human Body,” pp. 177 and ff): ‘In the typi- 
cal \frican Negro the forehead, as a rule, is high and the 
supra-orbital ridges are distinctly less prominent than in 
the :uropean. The supra-orbital ridges of the Chinaman 
are ‘ess developed than in the European.” Occasionally 
we hear of tailed men. Of such Ranke says: “In our 
own day observations have furnished us with an invu!ner- 
able argument that no race of men with tails exists on this 
earth.” If any such individuals are found, the so-called 
“tail” is found to be merely a genuine deformity, viz., a 
tumor or a reversed coccyx, &c. We read in “System of 
Practical Surgery,” E. von Bergmann, translated by W. T. 
Bull, Vol. V, p. 19: “There remain to be mentioned certain 
other tumors which Virchow has called the caudal growths 
inman. He distinguishes: 1, complete tails, where there 
is an actual increase in the number of coccygeal verte- 
rae ; 2, imperfect—tails that do not contain bone, but are 
undoubtedly connected with the vertebral column by rudi- 
mentary tissue; 3, tail-like dermal appendices, due to in- 
lammatory processes between the membranes of the ovum 
and the surface of the embryo.” The evolutionists, how- 
ever, have discreetly dropped this argument, for every man 
knows that the anthropoid ape has not a tail. We mention 
it, however, as we hear it offered as a popular objection at 
times. Even though men did have tails, that would prove 
nothing, for it would again be just a point of resemblance 


and so would be in no wise at all a proof of common 
ancestry. 
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An argument formerly more in vogue than now, though 
frequently presented by “the man in the street,” is that of 
rudimentary organs. It has frequently been asserted that 
so-called rudimentary organs in man are a proof of evolu- 
tion. The rudimentary organs most featured were the 
pineal, the pituitary and the thyroid glands and the vermi- 
form appendix. The main reason for calling them rudi- 
mentary or vestigial organs was that no adequate reason 
had or has been found for their presence. But first, is it 
a sufficiently good reason that because we do not know 
why they are within us, therefore, they have no present 
reason for being there? Would it not be just as reason- 
able for a Hottentot to hold that there was no reason for 
the electric block system on our railroads, because he saw 
no reason? Would not sheer common, not to mention 
scientific, sense urge us to recall Tennyson’s fine line, “Our 
thin minds that creep from thought to thought,” and then 
admit our ignorance? Secondly, as we begin to push back 
the borders of our ignorance light breaks in upon us. Pro- 
fessor Arthur Keith, in his address as President of the 
Anthropological Section of the British Association, meeting 
at Bournemouth (Smithsonian Report for 1919, p. 448), 
said: “We have hitherto regarded the pineal gland, littl 
bigger than a wheat grain and buried deeply in the brain, 
as a mere useless vestige of a median or parietal eye, de- 
rived from some distant human ancestor in whom that eye 
was functional, but on the clinical and experimental evi- 
dence now rapidly accumulating we must assign to ita 
place in the machinery which controls the growth of the 
body.” Yet if one had dared a few years back to con- 
tradict the “effete side-eye” theory and had urged a pur- 
poseful presence of the pineal, one would have been called 
a medievalist, an obscurantist, hopelessly brainless, &c., &. 
Of the thyroid gland, whose removal entails myxoedema, 
Huxley said: “The recent discovery of the important part 
played by the thyroid gland should be a warning to all 
speculators about useless organs.” 


“BLoop RELATIONS” 


Argument advanced quite often is that we are “blood 
relations” to the apes because our blood is similar to theits. 
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Friedenthal, who discovered this blood resemblance, him- 
self said that he never meant anything more than a blood 
resemblance in the chemico-physical sense. Again resem- 
blance! What of it? As Rothschild and Berthelot have 
both shown that the milk of asses is nearest the milk of 
human females, we might just as logically claim milk rela- 
tionship with asses. A final point and we have come to the 
end of our allotted space. It is the famous law of bio- 
genetics, popularized and lyingly proved by Haeckel. 
Haeckel took a picture of an embryo turtle, made three 
reproductions and labeled them “fish,” “turtle” and “bird.” 
ut despite Haeckel’s falsification, is this law true? Not 
according to real scientists. Carl Vogt said: “It has 
heen laid down as a fundamental law of biogenesis that 
ontogeny (the development of the individual) and phylo- 
yeny (that of the race) must exactly correspond. . . 
This law, which I long held as well founded, is absolutely 
and radically false.” Again, Zittel has said: “If paleon- 
tology be consulted, it must be recognized that this hypo- 
thesis has not been confirmed in any way.” Yet Mr. 
Conklin has the audacity to trot out once more the “fish- 
like gill slits” of the human embryo! Is he really ignorant 
that all this nonsense was long, long ago shattered by Oskar 
Hertwig and other embryologists? Supposing, again, 
there was a real gill? Resemblance, yes. Atavistic rever- 
sion to a fish! Though not universal in occurrence, shall 
we say that the Siamese twins were a reversion to an 
atavistic condition wherein men existed tandem style, or 
that six-fingeredness or six-toedness argue a darling hoary 
progenitor of like construction, or that cases of phocomelia 
(i.e., a condition wherein the limbs of a human being are 
markedly similar to the flappers of a seal) evidence a seal 
ancestor? The rareness of occurrence would prove the 
remoteness of the ancestor, would it not? 

In the Times of March 13 the Rev. H. E. Fosdick 
writes: “The real situation is that every fact on which 
investigation has been able to lay its hand helps. to confirm 
the hypothesis of evolution.” He is but following “the 
wild and whirling words” of Osborn, Conklin & Co. (c. f. 
N. Y. Times, March 5, Special Features Section, p. 2, col. 
1, p. 14, col. 1, and passim in the works of these and other 
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gentlemen). Did he or they ever read the words of Pro- 
fessor Fleischman, zoologist, of Erlangen: “Instead of 
scientists having been able from year to year to produce 
an increasing abundance of proof for the correctness of 
the doctrine of descent, the lack of proof and impossibility 
of procuring evidence is notorious”? Or these of Pro- 
fessor Steinmann: “In the light of recent research, fossil 
discoveries have frequently appeared less intelligible and 
more ambiguous than before, and in those cases in which 
an attempt has been made to bring the descent system into 
an agreement with the actual facts the incongruity between 
the two has become obvious”? When these gentlemen, 
like all true evolutionists, raise their fanfare that no scien- 
tist disputes the fact of evolution, one is really puzzled to 
know whether they are ignorant of the matters wherein 
they claim to be specialists or are deliberately asserting 
what they know to be false. The dilemma seems complete. 


Ossporn AGAIN UNDER ATTACK 


The apogee of illogicality was reached by Mr. Osborn 
when he said in the Times (p. 2, col. 5): “It would not 
be true to say that evolution of man rests upon evidence 
as complete as that of the horse.” That is pre-eminently 
true, and therefore Mr. Osborn saws off the very limb on 
which he is seated. The horse-evolution at best, according 
to many specialists, “is scarcely more than a very moder- 
ately supported hypothesis.” Of the horse’s ancestors 
(and few agree on them), (1) the proved ones are all 
real horses; (2) many have never been seen but are 
postulated, and (3) the non-horse ancestors really existent 
in the past have not been proved to be related to the horse 
at all. Yet man’s evolution is less authenticated than the 
horse’s. Then, why assert man’s evolution as an indis- 
putable fact? For the sake of his own cause Osborn 
should have omitted that sentence. He deceives none but 
the ignorant. 

To resume and to conclude: Mah knows no non-man 
ancestor, and it is high time that all this twaddle about 
“cave-man stuff,” “‘atavistic reversions,” “animal heritage,” 
&c., &c., should stop. To teach the evolution of man as 
a fact or as a scientific hypothesis is as rank nonsense as 
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The great biologist, 

“Tt is . . . a criminal sport- 

ng with the truth, out of remains so incomplete and ad- 
itting sO many explanations . . . to construct an ‘evi- 
ent proof’ for the animal descent of man, and all this with 
he purpose of deceiving a wider public.” No wonder 
‘entucky has become excited. The present writer, of 
ourse, holds it would be unquestionably imprudent for 
‘entucky or any other State to make an anti-evolution 
aw, for he has ever before his mind the saying he once 
ound attributed to Ruskin: “Darwinism has a mortal 
asciiation for all vainly curious and idly speculative per- 
ons, and has collected in its train every impudent im- 
ecility in Europe, like a dim comet wagging its useless tail 
f phosphorescent nothingness across the steadfast stars.” 


Books on Evolution 
Vasmann, S.J., “Modern Biology and the Theory of 


Evolution” (last part of book). 


{uckermann, S.J., “The Attitude of Catholics Towards 
Darwinism.” 


{cCann, Alfred W., “God—or Gorilla.” 


‘The Catholic Encyclopedia,” Articles on “Evolution,” 
“Adam.” 


Sir Bertram Windle, “Church and. Science,” “Science and 
Morals,” “What Is Life?” “Vitalism and Scholas- 
ticism.” 


erard, S.J., “The Old Riddle and the Newest Answer.” 


International Catholic Truth Society (407 Bergen Street, 
3rooklyn), “Church and Science,” Series I and IT. 


Husslein, S.J., “Evolution and Social Progress.” 


The first two books are out of print, but may be secured 
from a public library. 








Darwinism—True and False 
Sir Bertram WINDLE, F.R.S., LL.D., Sc.D. 
From the N.C. W.C. Editorial Sheet 


HEN Charles the Second, that royal wag, founds 

the Royal Society, he asked the learned men 
constituted it to tell him why the addition of a de 
fish to water caused no increase in weight whilst the add 
tion of a live one did. After they had pondered over thi 
matter for a long time and come to no conclusion a 
admitted that fact, the King, “who never said a foolis} 
thing,” asked, “Had you not better see whether things a 
as I said?” Of course, the whole thing was a hoax a 
there is no such difference as the King suggested. 

I have often thought of this tale when reading the vari 
ous comments on Darwinism which have appeared in 
columns of the daily press and from which I seem to gather 
that the subject in question has just been discovered by 
large section of the public and that, just when, as a ver 
distinguished American man of science, the late Professor 
Dwight, said in 1911, “Darwinism is fast losing cast 
among men of science.” It may be worth while to cor 
sider this matter briefly and first of all to indicate the 
doubted fact that what many people suppose to be Dar 
winism is not that, whatever it is. 

The French Academy, when drawing up its Dictionary 
is said to have consulted Cuvier as to the definition of 
crab as “a red fish which walks backwards.” His repl 
was that the definition was admirable but for the fact th 
the crab was not a fish; was not red in color; and did m 
walk backward. The statement, for example, that Dar 
winism said that man’s great, great and-so-on-grandfathe 
was a monkey is about as accurate as the definition above 


REAL AND Fase “DARWINISM” 


Darwin’s work must be divided if one is to forma 
estimate of it. First of all there are purely scientif 
papers for specialists which are of great importance bt 
quite unintelligible to ordinary readers, and out of ot 
inquiry here. Secondly, there are delightful and fascinat 
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ing volumes of investigations like the “Voyage of the 
Beagle” and the books on earthworms, coral islands and 
the fertilization of flowers. There is little or no contro- 
versy as to these, which are generally unread by, and prob- 
ably unknown to, the vast majority of the people who 
prate most volubly about Darwinism. I am often tempted 
to wonder whether they have ever read the works of the 
third class otherwise than in the extracts given in the 
innumerable little (and often misleading) books which are 
constantly appearing on the subject. These books of the 
third class like the “Origin” and the “Descent of Man,” 
besides admirable collections of facts, do contain much 
philosophical matter which has been in the past the sub- 
ject of a good deal of controversy. 

Facts and philosophy. Let us hear what a very dis- 
tinguished man of science, a biologist, too, said about them 
from the presidential chair of the British Association for 
the Advancement of Science in the year of the outbreak 
of the war: 

“\Ve go to Darwin for his incomparable collection of 
facts. We would fain emulate his scholarship, his width 
and his power of exposition, but to us he speaks no more 
with philosophical authority. We read his scheme of 
evolution as we would those of Lucretius or Lamarck, 
delighting in their simplicity and courage.” 

Almost contemptuous—certainly condescending praise. 
The author of the remark has not altered his opinion in 
the years which have gone by, for he is the same Professor 
Bateson whose utterances at the recent meeting of the 
American Association in Toronto have been so widely 
quoted over North America. One more quotation from a 
very distinguished biologist and philosopher—a very rare 
combination—Professor Driesch. Darwinism, he says, 
“explained how, by throwing stones, one could build 
houses of a typical style,” in other words, that “it claimed 
to show how something purposively constructed could 
arise by absolute chance”—efforts which he obviously re- 
gards as ridiculous. Lastly, let us consider a quotation 
from the Literary Supplement of the London Times in 
1905 which, after describing the various parties in the 
desperate struggle over Darwinism, ends by saying that 
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all of them claim to represent science, “the one and on Unel 
vice-gerent of truth,” but that while they have all u boy fri 
in denouncing theologians for their conflicts, “it worm little be 
puzzle them to point to a theological battlefield exhibitiggm theory 
more uncertainty, obscurity, dissension, assumption called 
fallacy than their own. For the plain truth is that, thougm lauded 
some agree in this or that, there is not a single point other f 
which all agree; battling for evolution, they have torn Mende 
to pieces ; nothing is left, nothing at all on their own shoygm 5°" 5 
ing, save a few fragments strewn about the arena.” “pane 
. meri 

ConFrusion AMONG THE BIOLoGIstTs given 

Perhaps a prejudiced person! Perhaps, though I dam Other: 
not think so, for every word he says can be substantiateig™ S¢¢™S 
But here is Professor Kellog, a distinguished Americagm 0° | 
and with no other prejudice than one against the Catholg™g 00S ‘ 
Church, who wrote—about the same time—that “Biolog that tl 
today teems with mutually incongruous opinions—all fore, | 
which are conceivably incorrect.” No wonder that hm ‘his is 
should add “Among biologists confusion reigns.” shake 

The remarks which one often reads about the undoubted "0"! 
ness of evolution and other kindred topics would it. T 
to carry the matter a little too far. 

But about Darwinism—the true variety formulated ly 
Darwin; what of that? What exactly is it? Not th As 
theory that one kind of species may originate from anothegm S¢X2 
and so on backwards until we come to a few or perhapgm safely 
even only one living form. That is a much older theongm >) 2t 
than Darwin, for it was discussed by the Greeks and} : oe 

stater 


the early Fathers of the Church from St. Augustine do 
to St. Thomas Aquinas and since those days to the presen 
by many eminent Catholics like Suarez, Father Wasmana 
S.J., and last of all (in 1921) M. de Dorlodot, a professor 
at Louvain. None of them has felt that as a method of 
creation it would offend against Catholic teaching, bul 
none of them has taught, as so many misleading book 
teach, that the theory is an established fact. It woul 
explain many things, and it may be the explanation. 
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then again it may not. Twenty plausible explanations of jm ©" 
group of facts may be all wrong and, at the best, nineteesm °C 
of them must be. 
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Uncle Remus gave a plausible explanation to his little 
boy friend of the short tail of the rabbit. It pleased the 
little boy, but it was quite wrong. Darwin put forward a 
theory to account for the working out of evolution and he 
called it “natural selection.” For a long time it was 
lauded to the skies as the one possible explanation. Then 
other facts came to knowledge. . The discoveries of Abbot 
Mendel, which have changed the mind of Professor Bate-. 
son as to Darwin’s philosophy, came before the scientific 
world long after the death of their author. A distinguished 
American biologist has said that these discoveries have 
given the deathblow to the theory of natural selection. 
Others would scarcely go so far. I must confess that it 
seems difficult to me to understand where there is much 
room for natural selection under the more rigid interpreta- 
tions of the Mendelian discoveries. Here again it is likely 
that there will be a reaction, as has happened so often be- 
fore, and that a more moderate view may prevail. But 
this is certain, that Darwin’s pivot-doctrine has been badly 
shaken and few today would assign to it more than a very 
moderate role in evolution. A sieve is what Driesch calls 
it. That sums up the position very well. 


RESEARCH ADMIRABLE, THEORIES WEAK 


As to Darwin’s other theories, such as pangenesis and 
sexual selection, impossible even to outline here, it may 
safely be said that they are either completely disbelieved 
or, at most, very doubtfully and halfheartedly held by men 
of science. It seems then that there is much truth in the 
statement which I quoted above that Darwin’s works are a 
great storehouse of facts about animals and plants and as 
such will forever be held in honor, but that as to his 
philosophy, his theories, his guesses, if you like, they no 
longer hold the position which they once did. As to the 
wilder of his disciples—the authors of the “Darwinism,” 
much of which was not the gospel according to Darwin at 
all—it is impossible to speak here for lack of space. If the 
views quoted from various sources are even approximately 
correct, it would seem that much of their writings are 
mere beating of the air. 














Belloc on the Middle Ages 


Speaking in Glasgow under the auspices of the Catholic 
Truth Society, and dealing with that period in history 
popularly known as the “Middle Ages,” Hilaire Belloc, 
the well-known English author and lecturer, said that no 
appreciation of any historical European phenomenon was 
‘possible until we grasped the central fact that the line of 
cleavage in all modern treatment of history (as in every 
other art and science) lies between those who are with the 
Catholic Church and those who are against it. This dis- 
tinction was only partly conscious on either side; it was 
often quite unrecognized on the anti-Catholic side in Prot- 
estant countries; but it was none the less the real distinc- 
tion. It grouped the views of men far more than race, 
nationality, language or climate, or diversity of occupation 
and economic conditions. The Middle Ages were that 
period during which our common stock—our corporate 
tradition and blood—Europe—was most free to realize 
itself ; they were also that period in which the union of 
civilization and Catholicism was most complete. The prac- 
tical value to us today, therefore, of knowing the Middle 
Ages was that in them we could watch our race working 
in unity and consonantly to its own nature, at peace with 
itself. But, because that unity was Catholic, all descrip- 
tion of it from the anti-Catholic standpoint was imperfect 
and warped. We examined the Middle Ages—not to re- 
turn to them; that was impossible; nor to take their evils 
as necessary to our race; for every time had its evils, and 
none was necessary—but to see how we went on when 
we were most ourselves and thereby to rediscover our 
own nature and act in conformity with it. We could not, 
for example, restore the medieval gild, because the eco- 
nomic unit is now more complex ; but we could recover the 
essential principle of the gild; and be certain that it suited 
us better than capitalism, with its tendency to slavery or 
Socialism, which was not of the real world. The story of 
Europe was based on a noble foundation—that of. classical 
pagan antiquity. On that foundation followed four great 
periods ; the conversion of the Roman Empire, the Dark 
Ages, the Middle Ages, and the Modern Period. All his- 
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tory must have a framework, and though it is continuous 
must, for purposes of rational examination, be divided by 
exact critical dates. For this purpose a convenient and 
sufficient date separating the conversion of the Roman 
Empire from the Dark Ages was the date 500 A.D. That 
date inaugurated roughly the Dark Ages. The character- 
istic of the Dark Ages was that Christendom was fighting 
for its life. In that struggle against the barbarians of the 
North and East and Southern Islam our arts had declined, 
our life had become over-simple; there had been little 
variety of habit or of thought, little conflict of doctrine 
within. All energy had gone in saving our civilization, 
which had only just escaped after five centuries of struggle. 

The Middle Ages proper were the fruit arising from 
the victory. They might be taken as beginning about 1030; 
they ended with the break-up of our unity in 1517. The 
origins of this revival of civilization lay in the Norman 
adventure and organization; the reform of the Church by 
St. Gregory VII; and the first crusades. The revival was 
the separate and combined effect of these three causes. The 
spiritual mark of the period was the maintenance of unity 
after severe struggle against internal strains; and a point 
specially to be noted was the conjuring of the vast Albigen- 
sian peril. The social or political mark was the extension 
of freedom within that unity—freedom of the family, of 
the corporation, and even of the individual, the emanci- 
pation of the slave in the manor or villa, and his progress 
towards becoming a peasant. Then there was the gild, 
and the great complex of free consultative bodies in the 
Church, the towns, and the trades. All was upward from 
below. The productions of the Middle Ages were the 
vernacular literatures, the universities, and the representa- 
tive institution. The external expression was the change 
in architecture. The lecturer explained the building of the - 
social structure; on the lay side, the towns and manors, 
the bonds of tenure and of allegiance, and the quadruple 
factors of the commonalty; the rural population, only in 
part free; the people of the towns, who were mainly free; 
the nobility ; and the sovereign, sometimes a person, some- 
times a council. On the clerical side there were two fac- 
tors; the Hierarchy, culminating in the Pope (especially as 
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Patriarch of the West) ; and the great Religious Orders. 
The Middle Ages failed because the unity was broken 
deliberately in the early sixteenth century. The predis- 
posing conditions of that disaster were the Black Death, 
the Great Schism, and the growth of separate national 
units, largely through the vernacular tongues. But none 
of these causes produced any inevitable breakdown, nor 
all together. That breakdown was an act of the will; a 
rebellion. And the main active force in the rebellion— 
that which really determined it—was the avarice of the 
rich. The Reformation succeeded where the people were 
crushed ; it failed where the people managed to fight suffi- 
ciently well. 
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